REMARKS 

Restriction Response 

The restriction of the application into Group I (Claims 1-9), Group II (Claims 10-15) and 
Group III (Claims 1 6-22) is hereby acknowledged. Group I, with claims 1 -9, is elected with traverse. 
It is respectfully submitted that the Group II Claims should be considered with the Group I Claims. 
Claims 16-22 (Group III) are hereby withdrawn. 
New Claims 

Claim 23 is added to the present application to depend from Claim 1 0. As such, Claim 23 is 
part of Group II as defined by the Office Action. Claim 23 is directed towards applying non- 
activated adhesive in the form of a wet slurry. Support for Claim 23 is present in paragraphs 0020- 
0022 of the specification, as well as original Claim 1 . No new matter is added. 

Claims 24-29 are also added to the application, with Claim 24 being independent and Claims 
25-29 depending therefrom. Claims 24-29 are drawn to the same subject matter as Group I, namely, 
a method of forming articles. Consideration of these claims as part of Group I is requested. Support 
for claims 24-29 can be found in the figures, as well as throughout the specification, including 
original claims 1-22. Again, no new matter is added. 
Arguments 

The restriction requirement within the present Action is respectfully traversed. Groups I and 
II are directed towards the same subject matter. The Official Action asserts that Groups I and II 
comprise a distinct combination and subcombination because "it is not necessary for the sodium 
silicate of the cylindrical core to be produced by wet slurry." Claim 1 of Group I recites the use of a 
wet slurry to apply adhesive. To this extent, Claim 23 which has been added to depend from Claim 
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10, recites the use of a wet slurry to apply adhesive. Thus, Claim 23 links Groups I and II through 
the limitation of providing adhesive, such as sodium silicate, in the form of a wet slurry. The Office 
Action further states that the "subcombination has separate utility such as sodium silicate - 
containing article which is not cylindrical" Claim 10 of Group II recites a method for creating a 
hollow cylindrical core. To this extent, 6 requires the winding of the activatable web around a 
mandrel to form a tube. The limitations of Claim 6 are similar to those of Claim 10, requiring 
winding the hybrid web onto a cylindrical mandrel. Accordingly, Groups I and II are not a distinct 
combination and subcombination, rather these claims are linked as reciting the forming of a 
cylindrical article. 

Additionally, the examination of Groups I and II presents no serious search burden, as both 
Groups contain many of the same limitations and are drawn towards the same subject matter. By 
way of example, Group I contains claims drawn to a method of forming articles using the steps of 
providing a wet slurry of sodium silicate (Claim 1) and winding the substrate around a mandrel to 
form a tube (Claim 6). Correspondingly, Group II contains claims drawn towards a method of 
making a hollow cylindrical core using the steps of winding the hybrid web onto a cylindrical 
mandrel (Claim 10) and applying non-activated adhesive in the form of a wet slurry (Claim 23). 
Accordingly, the criteria used to search the claims in either Group I or II applies to the claims of the 
other Group. It is respectfully requested that the restriction of Groups I and II be withdrawn and that 
all clams in these two Groups proceed to examination on the merits. 
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For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1 - 1 5, as well as newly 


added claims 23-29, are in condition to proceed to examination on the merits. Such action is 
respectfully requested. 
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Respectfully submitted, 


TJD:WLB:mnr 
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